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Winter 2012 • vol 6.4 challenge is to create reliable and valid measures of program success that rigorously measure impact of interventions on dimensions thought to be important to the local community.
Through such measures, principles of knowledge sharing and co-learning fundamental to CBPR can be more fully integrated into program evaluations and evidenced-based practice. 4 Francisco and Butterfoss 7 propose three main points to consider when evaluating community programs in a manner designed to communicate success to communities: (1) Choice of datasets, (2) relevance of the data to the problems addressed, and (3) rigor of collection and presentation.
Drawing from these key points, the long-term goal of this study was to develop measures of locally relevant, communitydefined dimensions of program success of a youth violence prevention intervention. By "community defined," we mean that the indicators are based on dimensions and constructs specified by participants who live in the community, and which may or may not coincide with outcomes set for the intervention at the outset. Creating new measures that are reliable and valid is a longer term effort. Thus, this manuscript focuses on the first phase of the process where we sought to link community-defined indicators to available data in our violence prevention intervention. The purpose of this manuscript was to describe this process and discuss lessons learned, next steps, and recommendations for others trying to replicate a similar process. The community and academic partners working together in this process are members of the Philadelphia Collaborative Violence Prevention Center (PCVPC) and collectively applied rigorous action steps. Step 4 Step 5 available data sets, such as crime data, the Litter Index, 14 and other regionally specific population surveys: 23 databases with a total of 47 datasets were reviewed. Publically available data were found for 19 of the 43 community-defined indicators.
Partnerships in the PCVPC
For example, "Cleaner Streets, Cleaner Neighborhoods" was considered measureable by the Litter Index, a nationally standardized measure collected locally in Philadelphia.
14 Review and feedback from our community advisory board indicated that only two of the identified sources of data were considered unreliable to community leaders and therefore
were not further considered. For example, one dataset that we accessed was not suitable for our work because the process by which the community products it counted reflected larger political forces and not local, community-driven efforts.
step 3: Matching Community-defined indicators to data Collected in the youth Violence Prevention intervention
Step 3 of matching community-defined indicators to available data focused on data being collected for the preliminary evaluation of the PARTNERS intervention project. 10 Step 3 in 
lessons leArned
The process described demonstrates several key areas where evaluation research can further the goals of CBPR.
First, the process demonstrated that academic and community researchers can be well-aligned in interpretation and decision making within the research process. The process by which community views were "matched" to available data can have implications beyond violence prevention intervention, with potential for application to health outcomes of individuals and communities across the lifespan. This observation encourages additional similar processes as we described here, where community partners function fully within the research process.
Second, there was good congruence in the agreement patterns even without definitions of the community-defined indicators.
The consistent pattern of agreement between academic and community raters suggests that the raters may have had the same interpretation of each community-defined indicator.
Defining the indicators and creating formal measures is an iterative process, and we feel that the results presented here are merely one of those iterations. Last, not all indicators were matched with items, and not all items were matched with an indicator. Thus, we acknowledge that some new measurement tools might need to be developed to fully capture communitydefined constructs.
Another important lesson in our study was that the process provided a way to put CBPR into action in a proscribed manner. Following the procedures for the matching, academic partners in the research team further learned the importance of evaluating items reflecting community voice.
In turn, community leaders were exposed to the systematic research process, which will help them in the future be more active consumers and advocates of research. The community partners in the PCVPC from PARCC came to the "research table" with a structure, support, and experience that not all community partners may have. Involvement with community partners who are not as familiar with the research process requires more time for establishing trust, communication,
research goals, and a commitment to the process. We recognize that many of the community and academic partners had experience in CBPR and this added strength to the process.
Potential limitations
We recognize the limitations to our process. First, the reliance on existing instruments used by the PARTNERS evaluation limited the number of available pool of items.
Second, all eight raters did not review each item from all of the standardized instruments. Although the first rater purposefully erred on the side of inclusion rather than exclusion, there may be items that the first reviewer did not include for further review by the group that others may have included.
Additionally, because it was an academic team member who did the first pass, it might introduce an academic bias to the process. There might also have been even more uniformity in agreement with proposed matches if standardized definitions of the community-defined indicators were provided at the beginning, rather than leaving interpretation to the raters.
However, there were patterns of high agreement among raters and results indicating acceptable internal consistency, even without standard definitions.
important next steps
We proposed important next steps in this process (steps 4 and 5 in Figure 1 ).We need to conduct statistical analysis to assess the validity and reliability of the new indices derived from the matched items from the different established scales.
Statistical evaluation (validity and reliability) of the new indices will likely refine the number of items that match to indicators. We also need feedback from the larger community to strengthen the process and validity of the work.
Because we used tools that are being used to collect data in the context of the PARTNERS evaluation, we will have access to data with which to conduct these analyses. We are careful not to interpret the results of our matching as a reflection on the valid, standardized instruments and the constructs they • Identify definitions of indicators though methods that engage the community members (e.g. focus groups) and verify through community feedback
• Attempt to use existing data (public or primary data collection already in place) that does not add to participant burden; verify any matches with community members
• Develop a team of academic and community partners willing to engage in an exercise of communication and room for agreement and disagreement for matching data to indicators
Specific to the Rating Process
• Provide definitions for community-identified indicators to the matching team; engage in a discussion about the definitions prior to matching process
• Have a subsample of academic and community partners rate initial agreement
• Have the remainder of the academic-community partner team rate their matching agreement
• Develop a matching threshold (e.g., 5 out of 7 agree) that will not allow a data item to match to an indicator if all community partners disagree with the matching
Next Steps Once Indicators Are Matched
• Close the feedback loop and bring data from the matching-process back to the larger community
• Consider assessing the reliability of any new survey item configuration, or otherwise acknowledge the deviation from any standardized scale.
• Consider that new measurement tools might need to be developed to fully capture community-defined constructs.
lessons learned from our experience encourage replication of the process in other communities and intervention program contexts and demonstrate how community voice can be woven into evaluation science in meaningful and important ways. Table 1 highlights recommendations based on our success and lessons learned.
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